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Executive Summary 
The purpose of Sage-Grouse Restoration Project (SGRP) is the identification, integration, 
evaluation, and documentation of effects of 2002 Farm Bill conservation technologies and 
strategies on sage-grouse and other sagebrush-steppe obligates. To address this need, the SGRP 
facilitated a grants-in-aid program in 2006 to provide funds for the design and implementation of 
research and demonstration projects that will evaluate and communicate the effectiveness of 
2002 Farm Bill conservation practices and technology in restoring or enhancing sage-grouse 
habitat on private lands.  
Information gained will be used to assist private landowners, Natural Resources Conservation 
Service (NRCS), Soil Conservation Districts, and state wildlife agency field staff in the planning 
and implementation of habitat projects and practices on private lands to benefit sage-grouse and 
other sagebrush-steppe obligate species.  The projects implemented also will contribute to range-
wide sage-grouse conservation efforts.  SGRP will provide current information on the role of 
existing conservation practices and technologies relative to conserving sage-grouse and other 
sagebrush obligate species.  The information gained from the multi-state experiments also will 
assist local sage-grouse working groups in complying with the conservation plan reporting 
requirements set forth in the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Policy for Evaluation of 
Conservation Efforts (PECE) When Making Listing Decisions. 
Other anticipated benefits of the SGRP are a web-based project library that will provide NRCS 
staff, wildlife biologists and managers, and farmers and ranchers with visual information and 
data regarding the role of conservation practices in increasing their productivity and natural 
resource conservation. In addition SGRP will disseminate private lands conservation planning 
needs to a much wider research audience bringing in the best researchers in the field to address 
field-level technology needs. 
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Summary of 2007 Activities 
 
SGRP Web Site 
 
A web page that developed specifically for SGRP is still being maintained.  The web site address 
is http://sgrp.usu.edu/. The web site contains the SGRP Mission Statement, History, Grants-in-
Aid, Proposal Submission, Research Priorities, Technical Review Panel, Guidance Committee, 
Funded Projects, Project Library, Learning Tools, News and Updates, Annual Reports, 
Publications, Personnel, and Web Links.  Using these links, visitors may learn more about the 
SGRP personnel and research funded through SGRP. This web site is currently being updated.  
 
Funded projects - This link has been updated to provide links to the complete proposals from the 
three projects selected.  New proposals will be added through the years as more projects are 
selected for funding. 
 
Project library - This link has been updated to provide links to the complete proposals from the 
three projects selected.  Additionally, it contains the findings of a project in Utah that was funded 
by 2002 Farm Bill monies.  Soon we will be adding pictures to illustrate the changes that took 
place during the project in an effort to provide a start-to-finish example of a habitat improvement 
project. 
 
Within the Project Library, various routes have been set up by which visitors may access 
projects.  These include: by state (Colorado and Utah are currently active), habitat (mountain and 
Wyoming big sagebrush, and brood-rearing habitat), treatment type (biological/grazing, 
chemical, and mechanical), and local working group (Parker Mountain Adaptive Resource 
Management group and Rich County Coordinated Resource Management group). 
 
Learning tools - This web link was added to provide a repository for materials that visitors might 
find useful and educational for developing research projects.  Currently available is a paper 
entitled “Sagebrush (Artemisia spp.) Seed and Plant Transfer Guidelines” written by Mary F. 
Mahalovich and E. Durant McArthur, and a presentation entitled “Sagebrush treatments and their 
impacts on sage-grouse” created by SGRP and NRCS personnel. 
  
SGRP Projects Selected for Funding 
 
Three proposals were selected in 2006 to share $200,000 in funding.  Two of the research 
projects are being conducted in Utah; one is in Colorado.  
 
Researchers submitted their 2006 progress reports, These reports can be found on the SGRP web 
site.  The 2007 reports are included here in Chapters 1-3.  Photos from these projects will be 
placed on the web site’s Project Library link as examples of how habitat improvement projects 
may be conducted.  
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SGRP Project Progress Reports 
 
 
Project Title: Grazing Sagebrush with Sheep to Enhance Greater Sage-grouse Brood-
rearing Habitat 
 
Research Team:  
 Roger E. Banner, Ph.D., Principal Investigator 
 Michael Guttrey, Research Assistant and Ph.D Candidate 
 Department of Wildland Resources 
 Utah State University 
 5230 Old Main Hill 
 Logan, UT 84322-5230 
 Phone: 435-797-2472 
 E-mail: rogerb@ext.usu.edu  
  
Project Summary 
 
The purpose of this study is to evaluate the effects of strategic sheep grazing on vegetative 
communities believed important to sage-grouse brood.  Intensive dormant season sheep grazing 
should increase the abundance of herbaceous understory plants (i.e. dandelion, cinquefoil, 
locoweed) by reducing competition by sagebrush as well as through pedoturbation and nutrient 
recycling (sheep urine and feces). 
 
The experimental design consists of 8 sets of paired plots, 1 grazed plot and 1 control.  Four sets 
of paired plots are located in areas having received a once-over Dixie harrow treatment in 2001.  
The other 4 sets of paired plots are located in unmanipulated sagebrush stands.  Selection of 
which plots would be grazed and which would serve as a control was random.  Each plot is 
approximately 3.2 ha. 
 
Pre-treatment data collection 
 
Pre-treatment vegetation data was collected during the first 2 weeks of July 2006.  Four transects 
were randomly located within each plot as well as at 10m, 20m, and 30m outside each plot.  
Vegetation metrics measured included shrub cover and height (line intercept), vertical 
obstruction (Robel pole), and understory vegetation composition and ground cover (20 x 50 
centimeter Daubenmire frame and point intercept). 
 
Immediately after vegetation data collection was completed, arthropods were sampled in and 
around all plots.  Pitfall traps were established near each vegetation transect.  Diluted antifreeze 
was poured into each pitfall trap to euthanize and preserve arthropods falling into the traps.  Each 
pitfall trap was left open for approximately 48 hours. 
 
During late July 2006, pellet counts and bird dog flush counts were conducted in all plots.  Sage-
grouse pellets were counted and removed from 1-meter radius circular plots located at each end 
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of each vegetation transect in and around each plot.  Bird dog flush counts were conducted using 
dogs experienced at locating sage-grouse on Parker Mountain.  Each plot was thoroughly 
covered by at least 1 dog and 1 handler.  All grouse flushed from a plot were counted and their 
approximate location marked with a GPS. 
 
Just prior to sheep grazing, shrub density was estimated using 5 3-m radius circular plots in each 
control and grazed plot.  At the same time, 5 sagebrush plants were randomly chosen and all 
above ground biomass was harvested.  Harvested plants were dried and weighed as an estimate 
of sagebrush biomass within each plot.  Biomass sampling was repeated immediately after 
grazing to determine the amount of biomass consumed by sheep. 
 
Sheep Grazing 
 
Beginning in mid-September, 3-strand electric fences were constructed around plots randomly 
chosen to be grazed.  Approximately 1,000 local ewes belonging to Andy Taft were used to 
graze plots.  The sheep were split into 2 herds of approximately 500 head each so that plots could 
be grazed 2 at a time.  The sheep were moved onto the first 2 plots on 17 October.  Grazing was 
conducted at this time to insure that herbaceous plants were dormant and therefore not negatively 
effected and to allow time for terpene levels in the sagebrush to decline.  Grazing typically took 
between 7and 10 days per plot, depending on the amount and size of the sagebrush in each plot.  
Grazing was completed on 27 November 2006.  Assessments of sheep body condition were 
conducted prior to grazing and again at the end of the treatment by the local Extension Livestock 
Specialist, Kim Chapman.  The average pre-grazing body condition was determined to be 2.5.  
After over a month of grazing sagebrush, the average body condition was determined to be 
between 2.5 and 2.75.   
 
      Results 
 
2007 Field Season 
 
During the 2007 field season, vegetation and grouse use data were collected as described for the 
pre-treatment data.  In addition, 3 area constrained surveys were conducted in each plot.  Area 
constrained surveys consisted of 4 people, spaced approximately 20 meters apart, walking the 
length of one side of the plot and then walking back along the opposite side. 
 
Preliminary Findings 
 
Sagebrush coverage in grazed plots was reduced from approximately 27.3% in July 2006 to 
approximately 8.6% in 2007.  Conversely, sagebrush coverage in ungrazed plots increased from 
26.5% in 2006 to 26.9% in 2007.  In 2007, both forbs and grasses had less coverage than in 2006 
(Figure 1).  However, both forbs and grasses had greater coverage in grazed plots than in control 
plots, despite heavy season long grazing by cattle and antelope.  The general reduction in forbs 
and grasses is likely due to the lack of winter snow pack and summer precipitation.  Shrub 
density was reduced from approximately 25,818 plants per hectare in 2006 to 10,232 in 2007.  
Density in ungrazed plots did decline from an average of 24,174 plants per hectare in 2006 to 
21,638 plants per hectare in 2007.   
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Pellet counts conducted in all plots indicate that in 2007, grouse used grazed plots in the Parker 
Lake area (area received a twice-over Dixie harrow treatment in 2001) more than any of the 
other plots.  On average, grazed plots contained 5 times as many pellets as did ungrazed plots.  
Both area constrained surveys and bird-dog flush count surveys further confirm that grouse used 
grazed plots more heavily than ungrazed control plots (Figure 2).  During 3 area constrained 
surveys, an average of 5.8 grouse were flushed per grazed plot, compared to an average of 1.9 
grouse per ungrazed plot.  Bird-dog surveys conducted in 2006 indicate that sage-grouse were 
using control plots more than grazed plots (bird-dog surveys were conducted prior to applying 
grazing treatments in 2006).  In 2007, no grouse were flushed from control plots.  In comparison, 
an average of 2.6 grouse were flushed per grazed plot.  Figures 3-6 provide a pictorial site 
overview from 2006-to fall 2007.   
 
Project and Budget Status 
 
All project activities are currently on track.  All insect and biomass samples from the 2007 field 
season have been processed and all data has been entered.  The project is operating within the 
allotted budget. 
 
2008 Plan of Work 
 
Vegetation measurements, pellet counts, area constrained surveys, and bird dog flush count 
surveys will be conducted during July 2008.  Shrub density and biomass sampling will be 
conducted during early October.  The preliminary finding of the research will be presented at the 
2008 national meeting of the Society for Range Management. 
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Figure 1.  Forb and grass coverage in experimental sheep plots, Parker Mountain 2006 and 2007. 
 
 
 
Figure 2.  Average number of bird flushed per plot during area constrained surveys (ACS) and 
bird-dog flush counts. 
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Amount funded over 3 years: $141,124 
Status: On-going 
 
 
 
Figure 3. Grazed plot (left) and ungrazed plot (right), 
Parker Mountain Study Site, 2006. 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4. Heavily grazed sagebrush plant, Parker Mountain 
Study Site, 2006.  
 
 
Figure 5. Sagebrush plot (center of photograph) in the 
spring, Parker Mountain Study Site, 2007. 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6. Greater sage-grouse brood flushing from a grazed 
sagebrush plot (center of photograph), Parker Mountain 
Study site, 2007
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Development of a Sagebrush Habitat Improvement Guide for the Gunnison Sage-grouse by 
Evaluating Recently and Historically Treated Areas within the Gunnison Basin 
 
 
Principal Investigator: Dr. Joe Brummer 
   Department of Soil and Crop Sciences 
   Colorado State University 
   Fort Collins, CO 80523-1170 
   joe.brummer@colostate.edu 
 
Project Summary 
 
Funding was obtained from 3 grant sources (Gunnison County Sage-grouse Mitigation Fund, 
Colorado Division of Wildlife, and the Sage-grouse Restoration Project) to hire three 2-person 
sampling crews for the summer 2006 field season.  The crews were able to sample 17 areas 
treated with 2,4-D (Figure 1), 17 areas treated with Spike (Figure 2), 16 burned areas (both wild 
and prescribed; Figure 3)), 9 areas treated by brushmowing (Figure 4), 3 areas treated with a 
Dixie harrow (Figure 5), and 3 long-term exclosures.  These areas were located with the help of 
John Scott, NRCS District Conservationist for Gunnison County, and various personnel from the 
local BLM office.  Age of the treatments was quite variable with an overall range from 1 (2005) 
to 22 years (1984) old. 
 
Vegetation Monitoring 
 
Vegetation measurements were taken in a manner that will allow comparison to the structural 
habitat guidelines as outlined in the Gunnison Sage-grouse Rangewide Conservation Plan 
published in 2005.  Canopy cover of sagebrush and other shrubs was measured using the line 
intercept method (Figure 6) while cover of grasses and forbs was determined by placing 10, 0.1 
m2 Daubenmire quadrats along each transect (Figure 7).  Additionally, sagebrush, grass, and forb 
heights were measured along each transect.  Depending on the size of a given treated area, either 
5 or 10, 30-m long transects were sampled in each area.  If feasible, an equal number of transects 
were sampled in adjacent untreated sagebrush for use as controls. 
 
2008 Plan of Work 
 
A draft manuscript has been included in the 2007 report. This manuscript is being reviewed for 
publication. A final publication and NRCS Technical Note will be prepared in 2008. 
 
Amount funded over 3 years: $15,082 
Status: On-going 
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Figure 1. Area treated with 2,4-D in 1995.   Figure 4. Area treated by brushmowing in 2003. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2. Area treated with Spike in 1994.    Figure 5. Area treated with Dixie Harrow  
        in 2000. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3.  Area treated with fire in 2000.   
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Figure 6. Line-intercept method measures shrub canopy cover. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 7.  Daubenmire quadrats measure herbaceous cover 
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DRAFT TECHNICAL NOTE 
 
Sagebrush Habitat Improvement Guide with Special Emphasis 
on Needs of the Gunnison Grouse 
 
Introduction 
 
The Gunnison grouse requires sagebrush for its survival, so any treatments used to control 
sagebrush within its range should be applied with the habitat needs of the grouse in mind.  The 
largest population of Gunnison grouse is located in the Gunnison Basin of western Colorado.  
Sagebrush has been treated in the Basin for many years using various techniques.  Until recently 
when the needs of the grouse came to the forefront, the primary goal of these treatments has been 
to improve forage for livestock and big game such as deer and elk.  Treating sagebrush may 
negatively impact habitat for the grouse in the short term, but in the long term, it has the potential 
to create sagebrush communities with healthy understories of grasses and forbs.  These 
herbaceous species are critical for cover and food, especially during the nesting and early brood 
rearing phases of the grouse. 
 
In order to better understand the successional processes occurring in the Gunnison Basin 
following implementation of various sagebrush treatments, we set out in 2006 to sample areas 
treated at different points in time and then relate our findings to the needs of the grouse for 
breeding habitat as outlined in the Rangewide Conservation Plan.  Parameters measured included 
cover of sagebrush, standing dead woody material, other shrubs, grasses, and forbs as well as 
height of sagebrush, grasses, and forbs.  Although there are no guidelines for standing dead 
woody material, we felt that it was important to measure because it can provide significant cover 
in areas treated with herbicides and is also an indicator of the amount of drought killed sagebrush 
at untreated sites. 
 
Spike Herbicide 
 
Spike is a granular herbicide that is used to control various brush species.  For control to occur, 
the herbicide must first move into the soil where it is taken up by the roots and then translocated 
to aerial portions of the plant.  When applied at low rates, it can have a thinning effect on 
sagebrush communities.  Some plants will be totally killed while others will only be partially 
killed or left undamaged. 
 
Spike has not been used much in the Gunnison Basin except in small scale demonstration trials 
and a few larger scale applications on private ground.  The oldest treated areas were established 
by the BLM in 1994 at a number of locations throughout the Basin.  At each location, they 
applied several rates of Spike ranging from 0.2 to 0.5 lbs a.i./acre.  We sampled all application 
rates within 4 of their locations for a total of 10 treated and 4 untreated (control) plots. In 
addition, we sampled 6 locations on private ground that were all treated at the 0.2 lb a.i./acre 
rate.  Year of application for these treated areas ranged from 1996 to 2002.  Only for the 0.2 
lb/acre rate were we able to determine the reestablishment rate of sagebrush cover.  All areas 
treated with Spike were in xeric sites dominated by Wyoming sagebrush.  We surveyed one 
mesic site in which Spike had been applied, but did not collect data because the treatment failed 
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to control the sagebrush.  Soil organic matter tends to be higher at mesic sites and can bind up 
the herbicide, especially at the lower application rates. 
 
Spike Comparison across Rates of Application 
 
Using the 10 sample plots treated by the BLM in 1994, it was possible to determine the effect 
that rate of Spike application had on sagebrush cover.  The mean canopy cover of untreated 
sagebrush at these sites was 14.6%.  This level of sagebrush canopy cover was below the 
minimum of 15% recommended for breeding habitat on xeric sites.  The drought of 2002 caused 
a significant amount of sagebrush die-off in the Basin, especially on these xeric sites.  This fact 
was evidenced by the 14% average cover of standing dead woody material measured in the 
untreated controls at these sites.  Twelve years following application of Spike, sagebrush canopy 
cover in plots treated with 0.2 lbs a.i./acre averaged 10.4% which was 4.2 percentage points 
lower compared to the untreated control.  Treatment of sagebrush with higher rates of Spike 
prolongs recovery because cover values in plots treated with 0.3, 0.4, and 0.5 lbs a.i./acre 12 
years earlier averaged only 4.6, 2.6, and 2.3%, respectively.  These cover values were 
significantly lower than either the control or 0.2 lb rate.  Cover of standing dead woody material 
was also high in all treated plots with an average of 12.8% across rates.  Unlike the untreated 
control plots, it is difficult to separate out the effects of the herbicide versus the drought on cover 
of dead material.  
 
For the other vegetation categories measured at the sites treated in 1994, there were no 
significant differences in canopy cover between any of the treated plots or between the treated 
and control plots.  For shrubs other than sagebrush, the control and treated plots had canopy 
covers that ranged from 5-7.9% which was at or above the minimum guideline of 5% for 
breeding habitat.  Grass canopy cover was above the recommended minimum of 10% in the 
control and all treated plots. Although grass cover in the control plots tended to be lower at an 
average of 15.2%, it did not differ from the treated plots that had an overall average of 20.7%.  
For forbs, only the control plots had canopy covers that averaged above the 5% minimum 
guideline at 7.5%.  Comparatively, the sites treated with 0.2, 0.3, 0.4 and 0.5 lbs a.i./acre of 
Spike had mean forb covers of 3.8, 4.9, 4.8 and 4.0%, respectively.  Though the control plots had 
adequate forb cover for breeding habitat for grouse, there was no statistical difference between 
the control and treated plots.   
 
In addition to canopy cover, plant height is also an important component of suitable grouse 
habitat.  Height of sagebrush plants in the treated plots was significantly lower than height in the 
control plots.  Sagebrush height averaged 37 cm in the control plots compared to the treated plots 
which averaged 28 cm.  There was no significant difference in sagebrush height between any of 
the plots treated with different rates of Spike.  In all but two of the treated plots, sagebrush 
exceeded the minimum suggested mean height of 25 cm.  Although treatment with Spike led to 
reduced sagebrush heights, it appears that the majority of plants had recovered sufficiently by 12 
years after treatment to meet the minimum height guideline for breeding habitat of the grouse. 
Grass height also contributes to grouse breeding habitat by providing visual obstruction from 
potential predators.  Height of grass in the controls averaged 22 cm which was significantly 
higher than in the treated plots.  All treated plots exceeded the minimum height requirement of 
10 cm for breeding habitat.  The height of grass in the treated plots was between 16 and 18 cm 
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and there were no height differences between the plots with different rates of application.  It 
would not be totally unexpected for mean grass height to be lower in the treated compared to 
control plots.  As grass plants grow in the shade of dense sagebrush canopies, they tend to grow 
taller because they compete for light.  Once the sagebrush canopy has been reduced by applying 
Spike, competition for light is reduced and the growth form of grass plants changes from tall and 
skinny with not much biomass to slightly shorter and more robust with more canopy cover and 
higher biomass. 
 
There was no observable difference between the height of forbs in the treated and control plots. 
This could be due to the short lived nature of forbs and timing of sampling. 
 
Comparison of Spike at 0.2 lb a.i./acre Rate over Time 
 
A total of 8 sites were treated with Spike at the 0.2 lb/acre rate at different times, so it was 
possible to create a regression looking at the relationship between age of treatment and sagebrush 
cover for that rate of application.  From this regression, it was determined that it would take 19 
years for the canopy cover of sagebrush to return to the recommended minimum of 15% for 
suitable breeding habitat.  No such analysis could be performed at rates of 0.3 lbs/acre and above 
since there were no areas at higher rates that were treated at different points in time.  However, 
since canopy cover of sagebrush was still between 2.3 and 4.6% 12 years after treatment 
application, one can deduce that it would take longer then 19 years for the sagebrush canopy 
cover to return to 15%.  Thus, Spike applied at 0.2 lbs a.i./acre is capable of thinning the 
sagebrush cover on these xeric sites without requiring an unreasonable amount of time for the 
plants to reestablish and/or recover to the point of meeting minimum standards.  Although the 
canopy cover of sagebrush was reduced to a greater extent and would require longer periods of 
time to recover at the higher rates of application, one should not automatically dismiss their use.  
Since Spike is typically aerially applied, it would be very easy for the pilot to adjust rates and 
turn the applicator on and off as he flew across the landscape.  By doing so, the potential exists 
to create a mosaic of dead, thinned, and untreated sagebrush with varying degrees of understory 
plants.  A heterogeneous mix of vegetation with lots of edge is known to be beneficial for many 
species of wildlife. 
 
2,4-D Herbicide 
 
Since its introduction in the 1940s, 2,4-D herbicide has been used as a means of controlling 
sagebrush.  Unlike Spike, 2,4-D is a foliar contact herbicide that is most effective when there is 
adequate soil moisture and plants are actively growing at time of application.  Because of these 
requirements, effective control of sagebrush is often sporadic on the more xeric sites.  Control is 
generally more consistent on the mesic sites dominated by mountain sagebrush because soil 
moisture is not limiting.  In the Gunnison Basin, 2,4-D has been used to control sagebrush on 
both xeric and mesic sites and we were able to obtain data from both types of sites. 
 
Mesic Sites 
 
A total of 10 mesic sites were sampled that had been treated with 2,4-D from 1 to 15 years prior 
to 2006.  A regression of the relationship between sagebrush cover and age of treatment revealed 
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that it would take about 8 years for the sagebrush canopy to recover to the minimum of 10% 
cover for breeding habitat following application of 2,4-D on these mesic type sites.  To reach the 
average of 15% cover suggested for breeding habitat on mesic sites, it would take 12 years for 
the sagebrush to recover.  Based on the sites sampled, it appears that it would take about 9 years 
following treatment for the canopy cover of other shrubs to recover to the suggested minimum of 
5% at mesic sites.  Canopy cover of forbs was quite variable, especially in the older treated areas.  
This may have been partially due to the fact that forbs tend to come and go over the growing 
season.  Since we sampled over the season, our numbers may not reflect the forbs present at any 
one point in time.  Despite this potential problem, we were able to develop a relationship 
between forb cover and age of treatment which indicated that it would take about 19 years to 
reach the minimum of 20% cover suggested for breeding habitat in mesic sites.  There was no 
relationship between grass cover and age of treatment with an overall average of 32% cover of 
grass across the 10 sites.  Grass cover was above the 20% minimum for mesic areas at all but one 
site. 
 
Height of sagebrush, grasses, and forbs was not related to age of treatment for the mesic sites 
treated with 2,4-D.  For sagebrush, four of the 10 sites did not meet the minimum height of 30 
cm recommended for breeding habitat at mesic sites.  Sagebrush height ranged from 23 to 43 cm 
with an overall average of 31 cm for the 10 sites.  Forb height was fairly consistent and exceeded 
the minimum of 5 cm for breeding habitat at all sites with an overall average slightly greater than 
8 cm.  Average grass height ranged from 10 to 21 cm with an overall mean of 14 cm.  Height of 
grass exceeded the suggested minimum of 10 cm for mesic areas at all sites that were sampled. 
 
Xeric Sites 
 
Seven sites were sampled that represented xeric areas treated with 2,4-D from 3 to 22 years prior 
to 2006.  On these dry sites, we found no relationship between canopy cover of sagebrush and 
age of treatment.  Although we had no beginning estimate of sagebrush kill, this response could 
be partially related to variable degrees of initial sagebrush control among sites.  Since 2,4-D is a 
contact herbicide, the greatest degree of control is generally obtained when there is adequate soil 
moisture at time of application and the plants are actively growing.  These conditions are often 
lacking in the Gunnison Basin which results in varying degrees of partial sagebrush control.  
Unlike the mesic sites, none of the xeric sites had sagebrush canopy covers greater than the 
recommended minimum of 15% for breeding habitat.  Sagebrush cover ranged from a low of just 
over 2% to a high of 13.4% with an overall average of 9%.  In comparison, canopy cover of 
sagebrush in the untreated control areas ranged from 12.2 to 26.3% with a mean of 18.3%.  
Recovery of sagebrush appears to be relatively slow following treatment in some of these xeric 
sites. 
 
Canopy cover of other shrubs was above the 5% minimum at all xeric sites treated with 2,4-D.  
Following control of the sagebrush, there was a release of other shrubs, primarily various species 
of rabbitbrush.  The oldest treated area (1984) had an average cover of other shrubs of 14.1%.  
This was in comparison to the untreated control sites where cover of other shrubs averaged 7.8%. 
Similar to the mesic sites treated with 2,4-D, there was no relationship between grass cover and 
age of treatment.  For all xeric sites sampled, grass cover exceeded the recommended minimum 
of 10% for breeding habitat.  Canopy cover of grasses ranged from 11.3 to 20.7% with a mean of 
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15.9%.  For forbs, there was a relationship between cover and age of treatment with the older 
treated areas having slightly higher forb cover.  The majority of both treated and untreated 
control areas met the minimum standard of 5% forb cover.  Because of this, the regression 
relationship indicated that it would only take 4 years following treatment with 2,4-D for forb 
cover to meet the 5% minimum.  In the older treatments, forb cover ranged from 6.2 (1986) to 
7.3% (1984). 
 
Similar to the mesic sites, heights of sagebrush, grasses, and forbs at the xeric sites were not 
related to age of treatment.  For all but one of the sites, sagebrush heights met the minimum 
standard of 25 cm.  The average sagebrush height across the 7 sites was 29 cm.  For grasses, all 
sites had average heights above the 10 cm minimum for breeding habitat with an overall average 
of 13 cm.  Only 2 of the 7 sites did not meet the minimum height standard of 5 cm for forbs, the 
oldest (1984 - 3.8 cm) and most recently (2003 - 3.3 cm) treated areas.  Across all sites, forbs 
averaged 6 cm in height. 
 
Fire 
 
Wildfire has always occurred naturally in the sagebrush ecosystems of the Gunnison Basin.  
Prior to the arrival of European man, this was the main factor that set succession back in these 
systems.  After years of fire suppression, the use of prescribed fire has gained in popularity as a 
tool to manipulate sagebrush ecosystems for various purposes including forage for livestock and 
habitat for various species of wildlife, including grouse.  Of the many tools available for 
manipulating sagebrush habitat, fire will generally have the longest lasting effect on suppression 
of the sagebrush.  Factors such as size and shape of treatment are also more difficult to control 
with fire.  Since the grouse depend on sagebrush for both cover and food, fire may not be the 
best choice for improving grouse habitat.  Also, prescribed fire is generally best suited for use in 
the more mesic sites which have enough fine fuels (i.e. understory vegetation) to carry the fire. 
 
Mesic Sites 
 
For the fire treatment, we sampled 16 sites in mesic type areas that had burned under either 
controlled (12 sites) or natural (4 sites) conditions.  The age of the fires ranged from 4 (2002) to 
22 years (1984) old at time of sampling in 2006.  Sagebrush recovery tended to be very slow in 
all but 3 of the treated areas.  These 3 sites, all treated in 1984, had sagebrush covers that ranged 
from 9.2 to 15.2%.  Sagebrush canopy cover on the remainder of the sites sampled never 
exceeded 5%, regardless of year of treatment.  Covers ranged from 0.2% (two separate sites 
burned in 1987 or 2001) to 4.6% (1987).  Using all 16 sites, the relationship between cover and 
age of treatment indicated that it would take about 36 years for the sagebrush to recover to the 
10% level recommended for breeding habitat in mesic sites.  If one were to exclude the 3 sites 
that exhibited the greatest recovery, then the relationship indicated it would take over 100 years 
for sagebrush canopy cover to reach the 10% level.  Looking only at 1984, we sampled 4 sites 
where cover of sagebrush ranged from 1.6 to 15.2% which is just another illustration of how long 
and how variable recovery can be.  Taking into account all the data we collected, at best it would 
take 22 years before sagebrush would meet the 10% cover minimum, about 36 years on average, 
and potentially up to 100 years for some sites. 
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There are numerous factors that can affect the speed of sagebrush recovery at a particular site 
such as slope, aspect, soil type and depth, timing and amount of precipitation the first few years 
following the burn, and grazing intensity by both livestock and wildlife.  All of these factors can 
affect the response of the understory vegetation.  Compared to xeric sites, mesic sites generally 
have a thicker understory of plants which respond vigorously to removal of sagebrush by fire.  If 
the timing and amount of precipitation is adequate and the grazing intensity can be controlled, 
then the grasses and forbs become so competitive that they cause the death of most sagebrush 
seedlings that emerge.  If few sagebrush plants survive the initial flush of growth shortly after the 
burn, then it may take many years for plants to reestablish since the bank of sagebrush seeds in 
the soil will have been depleted. 
 
For cover of other shrubs, grasses, and forbs, there was basically no relationship to age of 
treatment.  Canopy cover of other shrubs was highly variable ranging from 2.3 to 17.4%.  Only 3 
of the 16 sites did not meet the 5% minimum for cover of other shrubs.  Of all the treatments 
sampled, forb cover was highest in the burned sites with an overall average of 9.2%.  Even so, 
only one site met the 20% minimum for forb cover in mesic areas.  Grass cover was fairly high at 
all sites, regardless of age of treatment, with an overall average of about 28%.  Only 3 of the 16 
sites did not meet the minimum standard of 20% for grass cover at mesic sites.  Cover of grass 
ranged from 16.8 to 42.8%. 
 
Sagebrush height met the minimum standard of 30 cm for mesic areas on only 3 of the 16 sites.  
This would tend to support the idea that the sagebrush was stunted due to competition from the 
grasses and forbs.  Sagebrush height ranged from 18 to 33 cm with an average across all sites of 
26 cm.  Only four of the sites did not meet the minimum of 5 cm for forb height.  Average forb 
height was quite variable with a range of 4 to 14 cm across sites and an average of 7.5 cm.  The 
grasses were quite vigorous on these mesic burned sites as indicated by the relatively high cover 
values as well as plant heights.  All sites met the minimum standard of 10 cm for grass height 
with an average of about 17 cm and a range of 13.5 to 25.5 cm.  
 
Brushmow 
 
Brushmowing is a common method of controlling or at least setting back sagebrush.  Of the 
different control methods available, it tends to be one of the shorter lived treatments and have 
one of the higher costs per acre.  For these reasons, this method has not been widely used in the 
Gunnison Basin in the past.  Despite these drawbacks, brushmowing has grown in popularity 
within the last 10 years as a means of improving habitat for the grouse.  With the needs of the 
grouse in mind, a shorter lived treatment may be ideal.  All that may be required is to reduce the 
canopy cover of sagebrush for a short period of time which will then allow the understory 
grasses and forbs to respond.  Brushmowing also lays down a layer of litter on the soil surface 
which acts as mulch to improve soil water retention that aids seedling establishment of new 
grasses and forbs.  Depending on height of mowing, not all sagebrush plants will be killed.  
Many younger plants will be spared while portions of older plants often escape the mower and 
continue to grow.  One of the most important advantages of brushmowing is that it can be used 
to target removal of sagebrush.  Areas of varying sizes can be mowed and they can be mowed in 
various shapes which create the edge needed by many wildlife species, including grouse.  For 
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these latter reasons, use of brushmowing has gained in popularity in the Gunnison Basin despite 
the higher cost of implementation. 
 
Xeric Sites 
 
Brushmowing has mainly been applied as a treatment in the Gunnison Basin on the more xeric 
sites dominated by Wyoming sagebrush.  We were able to sample 8 sites that had been treated 
from 3 to 9 years prior to 2006.  Even though the spread in years between treatments was 
relatively small (6 years), we were able to develop some significant relationships. 
 
Based on the sites sampled, it appears that it would take about 12 years for sagebrush canopy 
cover to return to the 15% minimum following brushmowing.  None of the sites met the 
minimum for sagebrush cover with a range of 2.1 to 13.4% for sites treated in 2002 and 1997, 
respectively.  The relationship was very weak, but it was determined that it would take about 6 
years for other shrubs to achieve the recommended 5% cover.  The relationship of cover to age 
of treatment was also weak for forbs, but it appears that it would take between 4 and 5 years for 
forbs to reach the 5% cover level.  Unlike some of the other treatments, there was a significant 
grass response, but it was opposite of what might be expected.  Grass cover was greatest in the 
younger treatments and declined as the treatments got older.  Although this type of response is 
possible, it may just be an artifact of the small sample size and where the areas treated at 
different times were located in the Basin.  The sites treated 9 years ago were in areas that were 
naturally lower in productivity while all but one of the more recently treated sites were in areas 
of higher productivity.  This was confirmed by comparing grass cover in the treated sites to the 
adjacent untreated controls.  Except for that one recently treated site, grass cover did not differ 
between any of the treated and untreated control sites.  Although the relationship of grass cover 
to age of treatment was questionable, all but one of the sites had grass cover above the 
recommended minimum of 10%.  Grass cover in the brushmowed areas ranged from a low of 
7.6% to a high of 31.4% with an overall average of 18.5%. 
 
As with the other treatments, there was no relationship between plant height and age of treatment 
in brushmowed areas.  Only two of the eight treated sites had mean sagebrush heights above the 
recommended 25 cm minimum.  The overall average sagebrush height in the treated sites was 23 
cm compared to 36 cm in the untreated controls.  Similarly, forb height was only above the 
recommended minimum of 5 cm in three of the eight treated sites.  Forb heights ranged from 2.3 
to 8.3 cm with an average of 4.8 cm.  For grasses, all but one site met the 10 cm minimum height 
standard for breeding habitat with an overall average of about 14 cm.  
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Project Summary 
 
We are using several methods to assess Greater Sage-grouse habitat use in three types of areas: 
areas where sagebrush cover is being actively reduced (treated), areas of historic treatment 
(retrospective) and reference (untreated) areas. We will assess the efficacy of several methods 
which range from “quick and dirty” to state-of-the-art. This will allow us to develop portable and 
efficient means of evaluating sage-grouse use on a broader scale.  Methodologies include 
distance sampling to estimate density of sage-grouse pellets (potential index to use), flushing 
counts using trained dogs and distance sampling techniques (snapshot measure of use), 
occupancy estimation (proportion of landscape used) and GPS radio-telemetry (roost site and 
seasonal use). Since habitat use may vary with population size, we are also conducting lek counts 
(as a covariate) in association with habitat use measures.  
 
We have employed a 2-tiered study design: at the county-wide level, habitat and sage-grouse use 
data are collected at random locations across a tessellated grid at grid points separated by 5,000 
m to 10,000 m; at the study site level, data are collected at grid points separated by 625 m to 
2,500 m.  At the study site level, we are focusing on two areas where large scale treatments have 
been recently conducted and where additional treatments are planned in the near future; these are 
Deseret Land and Livestock (DLL) and the Duck Creek Allotment (DC).  In these areas, we 
collect data before and after treatments in treated and untreated areas. We also collect 
information from historically treated areas in the two primary study sites and across the county. 
This combination of approaches will allow us to assess the immediate impact of sage reduction 
treatments on sage-grouse as well as evaluate long-term recovery after such treatments.  
 
Accomplishments 
 
Our project addresses the following objectives: 1) Monitor sage-grouse response to sagebrush 
reduction by comparing use on treated, untreated and retrospective study areas; 2) Determine 
Ecological Site Descriptions and habitat characteristics of areas used by sage-grouse; 3) Model 
habitat characteristics of sage-grouse use areas; 4) Develop “portable” and efficient sage-grouse 
monitoring techniques through evaluation of various methodologies.   
 
During 2007, we initiated a full field schedule with a graduate student and 4 technicians.  This 
project also benefits from several related projects with similar objectives on different focal 
species and their habitats. 
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Objective 1:  
 
Pellet transects: In DC (where sampling was most intense), we collected sage-grouse use data on 
45 transects in treated areas and 34 transects in untreated areas.  Many of the treatment samples 
had “roost piles” indicating that these areas were used as roosting sites. We also found several 
probable leks within treatments as indicated by very high densities of pellets. We will verify lek 
locations in spring of 2008. 
 
At the county level, we conducted transects at 13 points from the 10,000 m grid.  Most of these 
points fell in untreated areas.  The data shows that the density of sage-grouse varied greatly at 
each location which is likely a result of varying sage-grouse habitat quality among sampled 
points.  
 
We sampled 18 historically treated sites that differed in treatment type (mechanical, chemical, 
and fire) and age (from 1960’s-1990’s) throughout the county.  We also placed several transects 
in reference sites adjacent to treatments.   
 
We were also able to collect before-treatment pellet data on a 150 acre site at DLL.  We 
conducted 20 pellet transects within and adjacent to the treatment area. We will collect post-
treatment data in subsequent years. 
 
Occupancy plots: We collected two seasons of occupancy sampling data at DC: Season 1: 4 June 
- 19 June; Season 2: 23 July - 13 August.  Preliminary results indicate a change between seasons 
(P = 0.038) with season 1 occupancy higher than season 2.  Anecdotal observations suggested 
that sage-grouse moved from treated areas (i.e., upland shrubsteppe) to wet meadows between 
these two seasons. 
 
We will collect occupancy data for in 3 more seasons (October-fall, March/April-lekking, May-
nesting and possibly January/February-winter) beginning in 2008.   
 
Dog flushing transects: we were largely unsuccessful in locating sage-grouse with this technique 
during the sampling period.  However, we sampled only treated areas during periods that do not 
coincide with breeding behavior (lekking, nesting, or brood rearing).  We will expand our 
sampling effort in the future to cover treated and untreated sites during various seasons.   
 
Objectives 2 and 3: 
 
Vegetation data were collected at all line transects and occupancy plots from June and through 
early September.  Vegetation was also sampled at locations across the county where sage-grouse 
were incidentally flushed; all Rich County technicians and graduate students recorded GPS 
locations of all sage-grouse “sightings” they made during incidental field work.  
 
Through cooperation with other researchers in Rich County, vegetation sampling was conducted 
at several thousand sampling points in treated, untreated and retrospective study sites across the 
county.  Imagery (as described in the 2006 report) and on-the-ground vegetation samples are 
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being used to develop a continuous-field vegetation map of the area.  This vegetation map will in 
turn be used in the development of habitat models and species abundance estimates for sage-
grouse.  The vegetation data will also contribute to the determination of habitat characteristics 
and Ecological Site Descriptions (ESDs) at our study sites and across Rich County (our data will 
be shared with Drs. Douglas Ramsey and Neil West). 
 
Objective 4:  
 
In 2007, we field tested 3 of the 4 methods proposed for comparison in this study (see Objective 
1 for results).   We collected information on effort and cost required to conduct each of the field 
methods and will weigh this against data quality to determine which methods or combinations 
are most efficient.   
 
In 2008, we will add the final technique (GPS radio-telemetry).  We will use radios which 
include a “micro-GPS” receiver and a small VHF transmitter.  The GPS receiver collects highly 
accurate triangulations 3 times per day for the 144-day life of the battery.  The small (<30 g) 
“micro-GPS” can not be remotely downloaded, so grouse must be recaptured to collect to 
location data and recharge the telemetry units (which can be left on the birds).  The VHF 
transmitters will allow relocation of marked birds for up to 6 months.  While VHF location 
accuracy is inherently poor, we can use the VHF transmitters as a check of the new GPS 
technology as well as locate nests, mortalities and birds for recapture.  In addition to addressing 
Objective 4 the radio-telemetry data will allow us to determine the migratory status of these 
sage-grouse.   
 
2008 Plan of Work 
We will continue to address all 4 project objectives over the next two years by 1) continuing full 
field research with a graduate student and 4-6 technicians including increased radio-telemetry 
efforts, 2) continuing field efforts to depict current vegetation status, 3) determining, with other 
Utah State University (USU) researchers, habitats and ESDs used by sage-grouse and 4) 
developing descriptive and predictive sage-grouse/habitat models. 
 
Project and Budget Status: 
 
SGRP and NRCS have provided the pivotal seed money for this multi-partner project.  SGRP 
funding could only be obtained for one year of this three-year project and SGRP funding has 
been exhausted.  Despite the lack of current SGRP funding, the project is on schedule to meet all 
primary objectives by the end of year 3 with the exception of evaluating radio-telemetry 
methods.  The Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (DWR) and the Utah Department of Natural 
Resources (DNR) have provided sufficient funding for personnel through project completion, 
though funding for additional GPS radios is still being sought.   
 
This project is being closely coordinated with several other shrubsteppe wildlife research 
projects in Rich County; these include response of vegetation, passerines, pygmy rabbits, small 
mammals, and mule deer to sagebrush reductions.  While DWR and NRCS/SGRP are the only 
funders identified for this specific project, the project actually also involves partner support from 
Utah DNR, Intermountain West Joint Venture, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Bureau of Land 
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Management, The Quinney Foundation, Rich County Coordinated Resource Management 
(CRM), U.S. Forest Service, U.S. Geological Survey, North American Space Administration and 
the Rich County Landowners.  We are also coordinating with USU researchers who are 
developing Ecological Site Descriptions and state-transition models for shrub steppe in Rich 
County and USU researchers studying sage-grouse in other areas of the state.   
 
Amount funded over 3 years: $48,000 
Status: On-going 
